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breakdown in communication with counsel and refusal by trial court to grant
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it was not defined as predicate offense for felony murder in applicable statute
($ 53a-54c); whether fact that trial court vacated defendant’s burglary conviction
on double jeopardy grounds altered fact that it remained predicate offense for
Sfelony murder charge.
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ston that enabled police to view shotgun was unlawful once defendant was placed
in handcuffs in police cruiser; whether incriminating character of object viewed
was immediately apparent.
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Manslaughter in first degree with firearm; whether defendant was deprived of his
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trial court prevented him from questioning police officers about alleged inadequa-
cies in their investigation of victim’s death; whether defendant’s multiple offers
of proof failed to indicate how further, specific investigation into possible connec-
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